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INTRODUCTION 


Background 

This report represents the culmination of a process begun by 
ilodel Neighborhood residents in June of 1963. After a period of planning 
engaged in by representatives of the community, an Income liaintenance 
Demonstration Projeot was requested in the Firet Year Supplementary 
Funding Application prepared by the llodel Neighborhood Board and the 
City Demonstration venoyes This report presents the findings of the 
Public Welfare Revision Study, which was initiated by the Boston City 
Council in lieu of the proposed Income Maintenance Demonstration. Although 
the actual duration of the Study was only two years, the period of work 
and planning surrounding the project covered three years of participation 
on the pert of community residents. 

The mendate of the Study, as altered by the Boston City Council, 
was to examine the impact of the welfare system on the Model Neighborhood. 
Vhen funding was approved by the Department of Housing and Urban Develop 
ment (on July 16, 1969), this mandate was viewed as constituting a feas- 


ibility study of income maintenance. 


om reSentay st emtueyt ete OOS OS: 


sine Boston Model Cities Program is administratively separated 
into (1) the citizen participation arm-—the lodel Neighborhood Board 
elécted by residents and its staff—and (2) the technical arm—the City 
Demonstration Agency, which administers the program under the direction 
of the Mayor and City Council. 
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A series of seminars between the staff of the Study and the Income 
Maintenance Advisory Committee of the Model Neighborhood Board added to 
this mandate. The resident representatives developed an additional man~ 
date; namely, to determine what resources people want, other than cash, 
and how they want those resources made available. 

4, further development modified the original mandate and purpose of 
the Study. On August 13, 1969, President Nixon introduced his conception 
of the Family Assistance Program. The activity on the national level, in 
the Department of Housing and Urban Development and in the Department of 
Health, bducation and eclfare, served to constrain the Study from empha- 
Sizing its original HUD mandate-—-to carry out a feasibility study on 
Income Maintenance while Eta hineyaete on the impact of the welfare 


systems 


Reconciliation of the ilandate 

The Income laintenance Advisory Committee of the Iodel Neighborhood 
Board and the Study staff agreed that the data collected should be both 
qualitative and quantitative. (1) Qualitative information was to be 
gathered on the experiences and sentiments of residents at a series of 
community conferences. (2) A survey was to be conducted to collect 
quantitative measures describing life in the Model Neighborhood Area. 

Community Conferences. Data gathered at eleven community con 
ferences, involving more than 300 residents, are presented in “The 


Consequences of Inadequate Service Delivery in the Inner City: Conferences 
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with Model Neighborhood Residents. This report provides qualitative 
verbatim data concerning (a) the impact of services upon people, (b) 
what resources people want other than cash, and (c) how they want these 
resources made available. 

In brief, it was found at the conferences that participants, ‘by and 
large, did not receive services; and that when they did, these services 
were inadequate or inappropriate to meet the needs of the residents. 

In the course of the conferences and meetings with the Income Main- 
tenance Advisory Committee, the direction that residents felt should be 
taken in making resources available became clear. A working paper sugges- 
ting an alternative model for the delivery of social services was developed. 
This paper, "The Social Services Iarket," sets forth a conceptual frame- 
work derived from empirical referents rather than the literature, to 
describe the way in which the present system confines low-income residents 
to the secondary-—-less desirable-—-sector of the services market. The 
paper concludes with a general outline of an alternative to the present 


2 
system for the delivery of social services.~ 


an copy of documents produced by the Study can be obtained by 
contacting the Administrator, Boston Model Cities Administration, 2401 
Washington St., Roxbury, Massachusetts 02119. 


34 copy of this paper can also be obtained by contacting the Boston 
Model Cities Administrator (address in footnote 2). 
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The Survey» A research project was developed with the general 
objective of studying the nature and impact of the welfare system on 
Model Neighborhood residents. Several specific objectives were necessary 
to accomplish this purpose. 

(a) To obtain a profile of Model Neighbor— 
hood residents which portrayed as accurately 
as possible the socio-demographic characte-— 


istics of the Neighborhood. 


(bo) To assess the resources available to 

people in the Area. These resources include 
education, job skills, employment opportuni- 
ties, income, income-related resources such 


as savings accounts and public services. 


(c) To redefine the goals and strategies 
of income maintenance programs in relation- 
ship to the concrete needs and real circum- 


stances of Model Neighborhood residents. 
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THE REPORT 


The conclusions are divided into two partse Part I presents 
the findings of the Study. 

Part II consists of recommendationse The first set of recom 
mendations are addressed to the roots of social privation. The second 
set of recommendations, while viewed as essential, are only stopgap 


measures directed at relieving the symptoms of privation. 


Findings 


Socio-Demographic Characteristics 

Part I of the report describes the sample in terms of a number of 
socio=demographic variables. The four major characteristics used are (1) 
racial and ethnic background; (2) household composition; (3) employment; 
and (4) income. Welfare status was used as a major variable in deline- 
ating differences among Model Neighborhood residents, for 29.4 percent 
were recipients of some form of public assistance. Race was also a pri- 
mary basis for distinguishing sub-groups within the sample. Other 
characteristics considered in some detail were sex, age, and education of 
the head of household. 


Of the 296 heads of household interviewed, 185 or 62.5 percent 


were Black. Spanish-surnamed respondents comprised another 8.8 percent 
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of the sample. The remaining 28.7 percent were White. Over a fifth of 
the respondenis were born in Boston, and slightly less were born outside 
the continental United States. The remainder were born elsewhere in the 


United States. 


FINDING 1. The socio-demographic evidence indicates people do not move 
to Boston to "get on welfare." 


Most welfare recipients have been residents 
for a number of years. 


Yor all Blacks who receive welfare, 93-7 
percent have lived in Boston for at least 
five years, compared to 87.9 percent of 
Blacks who do not receive welfare. 


As many as 88.9 percent of all 'hite 
recipients have lived in Boston for at 
least five years compared to 89.5 percent 
of Whites who do not receive assistance. 


Of the total welfare sub-sample, only 
eight moved to Boston within the past five 
yearse Seven of these eight are Spanish 
and one is aged. 


FINDING 2. Most welfare as well as non-welfare families in the Model Neigh- 
borhood are not extended. The evidence does not support 
the contention that low-income areas are characterized by 
inter~generational dependency in extended families. 


Only 17.2 percent of welfare families are 
extended, while 22.0 percent of non=-welfare 
households are extended. 
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socio-Demographic Characteristics-—continued 


Of the extended welfare families, four 
are Spanish, nine are Black and two 

are White; only nine receive Aid to 
Families with Dependent Children, three 
receive General Relief and three receive 
Old Age Assistance. 


FINDING 3. Most households are headed by males. 


Male heads are most common, except for 
households headed by a person under the 
age of 30 years. 


At least 56.4 percent of all households 
are headed by a male. 


FINDING 4. Large families are not characteristic of households in the 
area; nor of welfare families. 


Nearly half, 48.0 percent, of the house— 
holds have no children. 


Of those households not receiving welfare, 
about 60 percent have no children. 


Only 10 percent of the non-recipients 
have more than three children. 


Of the Blacks who receive welfare, 20 per- 
cent have no children and only 20 percent 
have more than three children. 


PINDING 5. Labor force participation is high in the Model Neighborhood, 
but so is unemployment and underemployment, especially among 
minority groups and females. 
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Socio-Demographic Characteristics——continued 


Over half, 62.5 percent, of all heads of 
household were employed. 


One~third of the heads over age 65 were 
employed. | 


For males under 65, 15.4 percent were 
out of work. 


At least 20.7 percent of all welfare 
recipients were employed, two-thirds of 
whom earned less than $350 per month. 


No Whites with a high school education 
worked at a menial job; while 15 percent 
of Black graduates worked at menial jobs. 
Pemale high school graduates were dis= 


proportionately under~represented in the 
higher employment levels. 


FINDING 6. Most residents must depend on less than $7,681 per year for 
a family of four, even though most residents are employed. 


Of the total sample, 45.3 percent have less 
than $5,100 per year. 


As many as 22.5 percent have less than 
$3,000 per year. 


Only 29.8 percent of the households have 
$7,681 per year, or more. 


Income Adequac 
This part of the report includes a discussion of relative versus 


absolute conceptions of poverty. An alternative benefit level, based on 
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Income Adeqnacy-—cont inued 


@ modified version of the Bureau of Labor Statistics Standard Lower 
Budget, is presented. As of January, 1970, a family of four (husband, 
age 35-54; wife; and two children, older 6-15) ities in Boston required 
an annual income of $7,681 to live at a minimum level of decency. This 
figure forms the basis of an Adequacy Index, which varies by family size, 
family type (one or two-parent) and stage in the life cycle (age of the 
oldest child, and age of the head of househcld). 

By using the Adequacy Index in conjunction with the Poverty Index, 
it was possible to categorize all households in the sample by the degree 
to which they lived at a level of adequecy. The analysis indicates that 
the proposed Family Assistance Program (FAP) would exclude major groups 
of people. 

Part iI also describes the sub-groups within the Model Neighbor- 
hood who suffer the most severe levels of privation. Heads of household 
falling in the severe privation category tend to be Spanish-surnamed or 
Black. T’emale heads of household are also more subject to privations, 
as are the jess-educated. Those in the category of severe privation 
are most likely to be under 40 years of age or 65 and over. The most 
economically erent type of household is the attenuated nuclear 
family (lone head and minor children). For the other family types, the 
presence of younger children in the household serves to increase their 


economic vulnerability. 
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Income Adequacy-—cont inued 


FINDING 7. Most families in the Model Neighborhood are below minimum 
adequacy. 


Over a fourth, 28-0 percent, of the respond— 
ents have incomes below the Federal poverty 
level. 


Over half, 52.0 percent of the households 
had incomes below a level of minimum ade- 
quacy as defined in this report. 


A fourth, 24.0 percent, of the households 
were above poverty and below adequacy, 
and would therefore be affected by an 
income maintenance strategy that provided 
at least $7,681 for a family of four. 


Another 20.6 percent of the households are 
below 50 percent of minimum adequacy. 


FINDING 8. If age, household size and family type are controlled, pri- 
vation is more characteristic of certain groups. 


At least 30 percent of the single heads of 
household are below adequacy. 


Only 27-5 percent of incipient nuclear 
families (couples) are below adequacy. 


Extended families with at least one child 
under the age of six years are the most 
privated. A full 93.3 percent of these 
households are below adequacy. 


Most heads of household under 30 years are 
below adequacy. 


Persons 40-64 years without children are 
the group most likely to be living at the 
level of adequacy. 
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Income Adequacy~—cont inued 


FINDING 9. The Pamily Assistance Program (FAP) would fail to provide 
support to many of those subsisting at a level of privation, 
because of the exclusionary eligibility criteria. 


Of all the singles in the sample, 7.5: per= 
cent are not only below adequacy, but so 
privated as to be below the poverty level 
and would nevertheless be ineligible for 
support under the proposed FAP. 


Another 10 percent of all couples without 
children are also below the poverty level, 
and would be excluded from coverage under 
FAP. 


Of the extended families, 23.0 percent are 
below the poverty level; those without 
dependent children would be excluded under 
IAP. 


FINDING 10. A large number of Model Neighborhood residents lack the 
basic amenities of life. 


One in four do not have a telephone. 
Half of all Blacks under 30 years, many 
with young children, do not have a tele- 
phone 


Only one out of three households own a cars 


Only about one of 15 lone parents with 
minor children have a car. 
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Experiences with tho Aid to Families with Dependent Children Program 
In Part III the day-to-day realities of living on an inadequate 
income and under the authority of the Department of Public Welfare are 
described. The picture drawn from the data is that the most important 
single institution in the life of an AIDC family is the Department. 
Secondly, the employment potential of AIDC recipients is explored in 
detail. Finally, the Work Incentive Program and its relevance to the 


AFDC recipients is explored. 


FINDING 11. The Welfare Department is not functioning at the level of its 
own regulations according to residents. 


Half of the 66 AIDC recipients reported 
they were not receiving what they were 
entitled to from the Department. 


Another 17 reported inadequate sleeping 
facilities. 


Only one recipient in six had ever seen a 
copy of his budget. 


Over two-fifths of the AFDC recipients have 
had to postpone their rent payment in order 
to buy food. 


As many as 20 of the 66 AIDC recipients had 
been forced, upon occasion, to deny milk to 
their children. 


Over a third of the recipients reported no 
social service discussion with their social 
worker in the past year. 
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FINDING 12. 


BINDING 13. 


Jobs available to AIDC recipients are not a realistic alter 
native to public assistance. 


Over 90.0 percent of AFDC recipients could 
expect on the basis of their employment 
history, at best, low-level employment as 
presently defined. 


In spite of employment barriers and disin-— 
centives, over a fourth of heads of AFDC 
families are employed, but earn so little 
as to require welfare supplementation. 


Current high unemployment rates for the 
state of Massachusetts, 8.0 percent, would 
indicate that the competition for jobs gives 
little room for optimism that the least 
skilled members of society can be employed 
without major social adjustments. 


There was no evidence that manpower programs such as \IN 
were successful in placing people in positions that pro- 
vided them with a livelihood. 


Over a fourth of the welfare recipients in 
the sample sought jobs or skills during the 
past year. 


No welfare recipient obtained a job, regard~ 
less of the resources they used to seek the 
job. 


Only five out of 13 persons seeking job 
training were successful in doing so. 
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Recommendations 


By 1980, the social and economic problems of the inner city are 
very likely to expand and encompass the suburban ring of every metropoli- 
tan area in America. The consequences of the social irresponsibility 
documented in this study may be an ominous sign of what increasing numbers 
in our society will face in the next decade. The complex probleme related 
to work and the complicating norms surrounding the work ethic have served 
to restrict the thinking of policy-makers and plarmers, so that all our 
past solutions and programs are more geared to supporting middle-class 
ideology than to solving the problems of those who have been disenfran- 
chised. 

We are moving into an era in which fewer and fewer epee are 
needed to produce the staples of human existence. The commitment to the 
traditional work ethic is obviously dysfunctional as more and more people 
are relegated to the surplus labor market. Surplus labor markets are 
composed of those with the least marketable skills. Institutionalized 
practices of discrimination have made it predictable that the Blacks, 
Spanish-surnamed, and other minority groups have the least labor value. 
The character of the technological labor market, where high level skills 
are not only required but often quickly outdated, means that surplus 
labor is going +o expand to include increasing segments of what are now 
known as the working class. For example, in the beginning of the decade 


of the 1970's aerospace engineers and technologists from the new emerging 
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industries suddenly found themselves in the surplus labor market. To 
Maintain allegiance to a work ethic that assumes everyone not only should, 
but can if willing, participate in the labor force, in face of this chang- 
ing reality, will only lead to more irrelevant solutions. 

Current programs are designed to draw a hard line between those 
who are a part of the work force and those who, for various reasons, are 
exoluded from the labor market. Income supplementation by the Federal 
government is used to hide the reality of poverty, to establish a barrier 
between current and potential members of the surplus labor force, and 
thus to exacerbate rather than to diminish polarization between the "haves" 
and the "have-nots." 

In our society we have become masters of the politics of denial. 

We delude ourselves to believe that we can cure our problems with pro- 
grams that ignore the cause and treat the symptoms. We delude ourselves 
into believing that a “work-fare" program will put to work all women with 
children, who are poor. We delude ourselves into thinking that 150,000 
public service jobs will alleviate the problem of unemployment and under- 
employment in the inner city ghettoes. We design programs as though 
manpower training and recycling of people in low~level, low-paying jobs 
is going to result in their being self~supporting and independent of any 
Batata supplementation. There is no reason to believe that the past 
failures of work and training programs will change to success unless 


they are radically reoriented. 
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This perspective provides a framework for presenting recommenda- 
tions drawn from our study. Two types of recommendations are offered: 
the first, basic recommendations, are addressed to the roots of sociai 
privation, wnile the second set, intermediate recommendations, are 


more oriented to temporary ameliorative measures. 


Basic Recommendations 
1, There must be a reevaluation and redefinition of work in our 

society. 
The tasks for which people are now rewarded 
and the kinds of recognition given to work 
need to be reexaminea. No attempt has been 
made here to draw out all of what is implied 
by a redefinition of work in society, but it 
is clear that immediate attention should be 
directed to tasks such as the following: 
(1} expanding our definition of work roles 
to include tasks that are not necessarily 
useful and profitable to specific individuals, 
but have benefits that accrue to the whole of 


society, e.g., work related to improving the 
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Basic Recommendations=-~cont inued 


quality of our physical environment, 
recreation and the rearing of children; 
(2} reevaluation of the differential 
Statuses and rewards assigned to jobs so 
that work which benefits the whole of 
society is as well rewarded as work which 
provides financial benefits to corpora~ 


tions and individuals. 


2. There must be a redistribution of income in this society. 
Such a redistribution of income must be 
predicated on the assumption that social 
injustice is evidenced as much by the small 
minority who live disproportionately above 
the level of affluence as by the large num 
bers of people who live below it. MThere- 
fore, legislative and policy consideration 
must be given to such things as (1) reward 
structures for work, i.e., differences 
between the highest and the lowest paying 
positions needs to be reconciled; (2) tax 


measures which are more designed to meet 
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ec n nea—continued 
the demands of equality than maintenance 
of the status quo; and (3) a rethinking 


of inheritence Laws. 


3. There must be e@ realignment of national priorities so as to 
provide services which will genuinely meet the needs of people. 
For example, adequate health, housing, edu- 
cation and recreational services must be 
universally available and accepted as a 


moral obligation of sn affluent socicty. 


4. There must be a redefinition of accountability in the organiza- 
tion of our social and political inetitutions. 
Accountability must relate to ths people 
that the institutions are mandated to serve, 
rather than to the political and economic 
needs of those who control the institutions. 
Mechanisms for structuring means whereby 
people can maintain responsiveness on the 


part of institutions mist be developed. 
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Intermediate Recommendations 
Although it is recognized that the Basic Recommendations offered 


are directed toward social change, intermediate steps must also be taken 
to ameliorate current conditions of persons in such areas as the Model 
Neighborhood. These recommendations are: 
1. The Family Assistance Program (FAP) should not be adopted in 

its present form. 

(a) A realistic reappraisal of the effect 

of mandatory work requirements must be made. 

On the basis of our data, the legislation 

is designed for a welfare population that 

does not exist» Most welfare recipients 

are not employable. Legislation designed 

+o put people to work must be based on a 

redefinition of work that provides respect= 


able remuneration. 


(vp) Federal income maintenance strategies 
should be based on the needs of individuals 
and not categorically defined. ixclusion 


of major categories of individuals from 
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Intermediate Recommendations—~continued 


assistance such as would occur under FAP 
both denies the humanitarian intent of the 
legislation and frustrates society's 


responsibility to support all its members « 


(c) Financial eligibility requirements 

for Federal assistance programs should be 
controlled by a format similar to that used 
in the Federal Income Tax program. Current 
and proposed mechanisms of control are 


neither reliable or efficient. 


2. The delivery of social services should be examined closely. 
(a) It is apparent that social services 
delivered by the Welfare Department are 
woefully inadequate, often inappropriate 
and more often have the character of 
social control than social services. for 
example, a family is more likely to be 
visited, if at all, to check their eligibil- 
ity for assistance than to help them in a 


time of trouble. 
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Intermediate Recomnendations~-continued 
(b) Social services, such as child care, 
family counseling or youth career coun- 
seling, should be made available to the 
entire community. There seems to be littie 
rationale for limiting the provision of 
these kinds of services to only those who 


receive public assistance. 


(c) Manpower training programs should be 
restructured so that participants receive 
financial support while in training and 

have reasonable assurance that the training 
will lead to meaningful work with respectable 


remuneration. 
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